In this study, we examine three types of conflict (task, relationship, and process) and four dimensions of conflict (emotions, norms, resolution efficacy, and importance) in decision making groups. We also investigate emergent states (e.g., trust, respect, cohesiveness; Marks et al. 2001; Acad Manag Rev 26: 530-547) as mediating the effects of the conflict types and dimensions on group outcomes (productivity and viability). All three types of conflict decreased positive emergent states in groups and this led to a decrease in group viability (the ability of a team to retain its members through their satisfaction and willingness to continue working together; Balkundi and Harrison 2006; Acad Manag J 49: 49-68). This effect was alleviated by resolution efficacy (the belief that the conflict can be easily resolved) regarding process conflict, but could be exacerbated by any negative emotion associated with relationship conflict. Norms that encouraged task conflict also increased positive emergent states within groups, which marginally and positively influenced group performance.
Introduction
There has been a debate in organizational research regarding whether agreement or disagreement within groups is advantageous. While past conflict researchers (Amason 1996; Amason and Schweiger 1994; c.f. Barki and Hartwick 2004; Jehn 1995 Jehn , 1997 have found relationship conflicts based on personality clashes and interpersonal antagonism to be detrimental to group performance and morale, and task conflicts to be beneficial, a recent meta-analysis by De Dreu and Weingart (2003) found both types of conflict to be negative. However, the meta-analysis was based on studies with, what we consider, a limited view of group conflict in that only two types of conflict (task and relationship) were investigated even though a third type of conflict (process conflict) has also been examined as influencing performance (Behfar et al. 2002; Greer and Jehn 2007; Hinds and Bailey 2003; Jehn and Mannix 2001) , as well as various conflict dimensions (Jehn 1997). In addition, authors have recently commented that the conflict research of the last decade has focused on empirical studies and that a return to theory is needed to advance work beyond empirical tests of the two types of conflict covered in the meta-analysis (Mannix 2003; Medina et al. 2005) .
In a qualitative study of organizational teams, Jehn (1997) developed a more elaborate theory of conflict types and dimensions which has yet to be tested, and which may help us better understand what is good and bad about conflict. She identified three types of conflict (task, relationship, and process) in organizational workgroups and an additional four separate dimensions of conflict that influence how the different conflict types affect group effectiveness (emotionality, acceptability norms, resolution efficacy, and importance). Thus, while other research has examined process conflict in addition to task and relationship conflict (e. Much of the past research has also neglected to empirically examine the mediating mechanisms between conflict and group outcomes (c.f. Jehn and Bendersky 2003). Marks et al. (2001) distinguish between team processes and emergent states as two sets of factors that influence team outcomes. Team processes, such as conflict and communication, are interdependent team activities whereas emergent states are properties of a team that includes member attitudes, motivations, values, and cognitions (e.g., trust, respect, cohesiveness). Emergent states are not social processes but evolve in a group based on the interactive team processes (Mannix and Jehn 2004; Marks et al. 2001) . For instance, conflict is an interactive social process that can influence the level of trust and respect in the group. Thus, trust and respect, for example, are emergent states influenced by this social process in the group that in turn influences team outcomes. We focus our study on conflict as a social process in teams that influences emergent states (e.g., trust, respect, cohesion) and examine emergent states as a mediating mechanism in explaining the effects of conflict types and dimensions on group performance and viability. Team viability refers to a team's ability to retain its members through attachment to the team and members' willingness to remain part of the team, thus incorporating both aspects of member satisfaction and their behavioral intent to continue working together (Balkundi and Harrison 2006; Barrick et al. 1998; Hackman 1987; Hackman and Wageman 2005) . According to Balkundi and Harrison 
